CLIL in teaching physical education: views of the teachers in the Spanish context by Salvador-García, Celina & Chiva-Bartoll, Oscar
Journal of Physical Education and Sport ® (JPES), 17(3), Art 174,  pp. 1130 - 1138, 2017 
online ISSN: 2247 - 806X; p-ISSN: 2247 – 8051; ISSN - L = 2247 - 8051 © JPES 
 
1130------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Corresponding Author: CHIVA-BARTOLL OSCAR, E-mail: ochiva@uji.es    
Original Article 
 
 
CLIL in teaching physical education: views of the teachers in the Spanish context 
 
SALVADOR-GARCIA CELINA1; CHIVA-BARTOLL OSCAR2 
1,2Department of Education, Universitat Jaume I, SPAIN 
 
Published online: September 30, 2017  
(Accepted for publication August 29, 2017 
DOI:10.7752/jpes.2017.03174 
         
Abstract: 
 Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) provides students with enhanced opportunities to 
acquire competence in additional languages while learning different subjects. Due to its features one of the target 
subjects for the application of CLIL is Physical Education (PE). In this subject its application is widespread in 
countries such as Italy, Greece or Spain among others. The particular interest of this research focuses on the 
Spanish context. Spanish education is particularly sensitive to European initiatives regarding language policies. 
The aim of the study is to know, from the PE teachers' viewpoint, whether the essence of PE is subjected to so 
substantial modifications due to the introduction of CLIL that jeopardize its idiosyncrasy. We opt for a pure 
qualitative research method based on semi-structured interviews. Particularly, an a priori theoretical orientation 
that influenced the development of our research questions, interview protocols, and subsequent data analysis was 
used. The results found were organized in five categories of analysis: Curricular effects, Language insertion, 
Teaching method, Motivation and Workload. Furthermore, each category was broken into several subcategories. 
The application of CLIL within the Secondary education in Spain does not endanger the essence of the PE 
according to the interviewees’ perception. However, the study may conclude that there is a need to improve the 
amount of workload and the acknowledgement of teachers involved, since it could result in an increase of burn-
out and demotivation. 
Key words: CLIL, physical education, teachers, qualitative research, bilingual education. 
 
Introduction 
The term Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) was launched in Europe as a result of the 
growing interest in an active pursuit of improved foreign language teaching methods. This methodology is much 
welcomed at a time when the countries of the European Union are increasingly becoming integrated and, indeed, 
as nations around the world become globally connected. Since it was launched in the 1990s, the European 
Commission and the Council of Europe have funded many initiatives in support of CLIL because it responded to 
a need in Europe for enhancing second-language education and bilingualism (Marsh, 2002). In the Physical 
Education (PE) field it is easy to encounter examples of its application in countries such as Italy, Greece or Spain 
among others (Salvador et al., 2017) and even similar studies which use PE to teach a second language have 
been developed in the USA (Lieberman et al., 2010; Nguyen & Watanabe, 2013; Santillan, Jacobs & Wright; 
2015; Sato & Hodge; 2016; Sato, Walton & Kim, 2017), even though these do not use CLIL methodology. 
Specifically, the focus setting of the current paper is the Spanish context, although some of the results presented 
may be interesting for the rest of countries using CLIL and/or those interested in using it or a similar method in 
the future. 
There is little question that providing students with enhanced opportunities in school to acquire 
competence in additional languages will better prepare them for globalization. There are a variety of definitions 
and interpretations of CLIL (Cenoz et al., 2014; Mehisto et al., 2008), but Coyle et al., (2010: 1) present a 
succinct definition that refers to its specific features: ‘Content and Language Integrated Learning (CLIL) is a 
dual-focused educational approach in which an additional language is used for the learning and teaching of both 
content and language’. According to this definition, CLIL can include a wide range of educational practices 
provided that these practices are conducted through the medium of an additional language. Particularly, it is 
important to recognize that in the European context, CLIL has mainly attracted practitioners of a number of 
specific subjects in the field of English as a foreign language. 
 
How does CLIL affect the subject matter? 
CLIL has been gaining importance in recent years due to its introduction in many educational settings to 
enhance language learning. However, it is necessary to know whether the essence of each specific area is 
subjected to so substantial modifications that jeopardize its idiosyncrasy. With regard to this topic, previous 
research reports uncertain impact related to the implementation of CLIL in different subjects. On the one hand, 
in addition to benefit foreign language skills (Köller et al., 2012; Nold et al. 2008), several authors affirm that 
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CLIL can transform the dynamics of the lessons towards a more student-centered, constructivist and 
motivational learning, since it allows the use of real language to access information and to understand and 
reformulate acquired knowledge (Pérez-Cañado, 2011). Besides, from the teacher’s viewpoint, Pérez-Cañado 
(2011) states that CLIL also increases generic competence acquisition and does not water down contents, but 
increases their learning. 
On the other hand, from the perspective of cognitive load theory (Sweller et al., 1994), it might be 
argued that students' working memory is overloaded by simultaneously processing new content and the foreign 
language. In this vein, it is very likely that CLIL students will often be struggling, with limited foreign language 
knowledge, lexically dense texts, and limited background knowledge of the subject matter (Bruton, 2015). 
Moreover, research conducted in actual CLIL classes also shows that it is difficult to achieve a strict balance of 
language and content (Mehisto et al., 2008; Salvador et al., 2016). 
 
Effects of CLIL on PE 
In order to contribute to a better understanding of the issue in the PE arena we should, therefore, inquire 
whether the goals of PE curriculum are achieved differently from the way they are achieved in L1, when the 
contents are taught through a CLIL approach (Coral and Lleixà, 2014). Focusing specifically on this field and 
according to literature, there are several key factors which underlie to its idiosyncrasy and essence that might be 
affected when applying CLIL such as (1) curricular effects, (2) insertion of the language, (3) teaching method, 
(4) motivation and (5) workload. 
To begin with, many researchers of the PE field assume that the foreign language development means 
that activities will have both PE and language goals (Coral, 2013; Clancy and Hruska, 2005; Hernando, 2015; 
Salvador et al., 2016; Zindler, 2013), what necessarily involves modifying curricular elements of PE such as 
objectives, evaluation or contents (Chiva et al., 2015; Figueras et al., 2011; González et al., 2013; Glackas, 1995; 
Hortigüela et al., 2016b; Molero, 2011; Zagalaz et al., 2012). Even though PE goals are the priority, some 
objectives related to language should be included (Clancy and Hruska, 2005; Hernando, 2015; Salvador et al., 
2016; Zindler, 2013). Focusing on evaluation, many teachers wonder whether they should assess language, 
content or both (Coyle et al., 2010). In this sense, Coral (2013) determines that language should be evaluated, 
although this process must be considered bearing in mind the CLIL practitioners’ specific situation (Coyle et al., 
2010). 
Moving now to the contents, there are opposite conceptions and arguments about it. While Figueras et 
al. (2011) conclude that from the participants' perception the specific contents of PE do not suffer any damage, 
Martínez and García (2017) warn that incorporating the foreign language entails reducing the quantity of specific 
contents. In the same vein, Hernando (2015) and Hortigüela et al. (2016a) refer to a slowdown in the content 
approach. Specifically, Coral (2010) and Lynott (2008) refer to losses in motor learning as a consequence of the 
shorter physical activity time available. 
When it comes to the insertion of the language, according to Coral (2012) it should be integrated with 
the motor skills development. In a like manner, the four linguistic skills should be practiced (Hernando, 2015; 
Hortigüela et al., 2016b) and opportunities to interact should be enhanced (Coral and Lleixà, 2014; Molero, 
2011; Zagalaz et al., 2012). Even though, Molero (2011) and Zindler (2013) warn us because there is a risk of 
falling into a too theoretical approach that reduces the practical essence of PE. 
Hence, PE teachers are increasingly expected to be familiar with language pedagogy that makes content 
comprehensible for students (Chiva and Salvador, 2016; Coral, 2013; Gómez and Jiménez, 2012). Consequently, 
in order to allow a balance between the motor, linguistic and cognitive demands, PE teaching methods should be 
redefined to increase cooperation and verbal interaction among students (Coral and Lleixà, 2014; Figueras et al., 
2011; Molero, 2011; Zagalaz et al., 2012). This results in the promotion of social interaction (González et al., 
2013). 
Another point worth underlining in PE with CLIL is the motivation. In this case, two approaches exist: 
some authors express that CLIL is a motivating input for students, while others argue that it can distort 
educational practices. On the one hand, Coral (2010) mentions that students' intrinsic motivation for the 
movement has a positive influence on English learning, which becomes a reinforcement to learn specific PE 
content (Figueras et al., 2011). On the other hand, there are investigations warning that the foreign language may 
be transformed into an element that negatively affects students' interest in PE (Hernando, 2015; Ramos and Ruiz, 
2011). Specifically, Baena and Granero (2015) suggest that learning a foreign language could generate stress and 
anxiety, which is confirmed by Figueras et al., (2011). 
Finally, regarding workload, we must highlight a lack of materials thought to develop language in PE 
tasks (Gómez and Jiménez, 2012; Mehisto et al, 2008). The truth is that there are few materials prepared and 
teachers have to choose between using those published or create their own (Coral, 2013). CLIL means a great 
challenge for teachers (Clancy and Hruska, 2005; Coral, 2012; Coral and Lleixà, 2014; González et al., 2013; 
Hernando, 2015; Molero, 2011), because it is necessary a linguistic and pedagogical formation whose lack 
would imply a handicap to make their messages understandable (Coral, 2013; Hortigüela et al., 2016a; Molero, 
2011). 
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CLIL in the Spanish context 
CLIL is extensively used in non-English-speaking countries since this is the target language in most of 
the cases, as the one presented here. This fact explains that a considerable amount of researches concerning this 
specific methodology have been developed and published in countries such as Greece, Spain or Italy (Salvador et 
al., 2017). The particular interest of our research focuses on the Spanish context, where due to the introduction of 
plurilingualism in the education system, the use of CLIL is very widespread. In particular, we attempt to obtain 
insights into educational PE processes and practices related to the application of CLIL using English language 
within the Secondary education in the Spanish context. In order to explore what ‘happens’ in CLIL PE lessons it 
is relevant to give voice to the teachers who have been implementing them. In fact, it has been well-documented 
in the literature that understanding teachers’ views is significant when it comes to improving teaching practices 
(Tsangaridou, 2006). Several studies have already been developed in this sense and concerning CLIL 
methodology (Bolarín, Porto & García, 2012; Lova, Bolarín & Porto, 2013; Pavón & Rubio, 2010); however, 
they were not focused specifically on the PE subject and teachers. Therefore, this study will focus on considering 
and clarifying the PE teachers’ perspectives and beliefs. 
Currently, Spanish education is particularly sensitive to European initiatives regarding language 
policies. In fact, according to the national legal framework, it seems that plurilingualism has been enhanced 
progressively, particularly within the last decade. Nowadays, plurilingualism promotion is still increasing its 
relevance as can be perceived through the last educational decrees published. Generally, Spanish teachers who 
implement bilingual practices have to fulfil the following requirements: (1) at least B2 language level according 
to the CEFR (Common European Framework of Reference for the Languages), (2) official certificate or specific 
authorization that enables them to teach in the specific language. However, these may slightly differ depending 
on the autonomous region. 
The general purpose of this study was to explore PE teachers’ perspectives regarding the effects that 
CLIL methodology produces on their subject. This main aim was divided into more concrete research questions 
according with the literature review: (1) How does CLIL affect PE curricular elements? (2) How does CLIL 
affect the language used in the lessons? (3) How does CLIL affect the teaching method? (4) How does CLIL 
affect the motivation of the participants? and (5) How does CLIL affect the teachers’ workload? 
 
Material & methods  
Considering the research questions of this study, we opt for a pure qualitative research method. It 
focuses on the exploration of perceptions, meanings, beliefs, experiences, and feelings characteristic of the 
phenomenon under investigation (Halcomb and Davidson, 2006), which in this case is the specific insight into 
educational PE practices of CLIL within the Secondary education context in Spain. First, existing research 
helped to frame our approach. That is, the a priori theoretical orientation used influenced the development of our 
research questions, interview protocols, and subsequent data analysis (Creswell, 2012). In this way, the five 
categories introduced in the theoretical framework determined the research questions and the data analysis, 
which was divided in the following categories: (1) curricular effects, (2) insertion of the language, (3) teaching 
method, (4) motivation and (5) workload. After the data classification, these main categories were broken into 
several subcategories, some of them in accordance with the literature review, whereas others were emergent and 
were not expected (Renner and Taylor-Powell, 2003). 
 
Participants 
 The sample was composed by eight PE teachers (four female and four male) from different Spanish 
Secondary schools who have been applying CLIL methodology at least during the last three academic years. 
Moreover, all of them have an official certificate that enables them to teach their subject in English through 
CLIL. This purposive sampling has been selected to attempt to achieve representativeness (Patton, 2002). The 
attributes for sample selection are displayed in Table 1. Their selection sought to approximate as much as 
possible the defining features of the study population. 
 
Table 1. Configuration and main features of the participants involved. 
 
CLIL students age Age of the 
teacher 
Experience 
(years) using 
CLIL 
Gender of the 
teacher 
Number of inhabitants of the 
city where the Secondary 
school is located 
12-14 
years old 
N=4 30-40 N=4 3-5 N=6 Mal. N=4 <20000 N=2 
40-50 N=3 20000-150000 N=3 
14-16 
years old 
N=4 
50-60 N=1 
>5 N=2 Fem. N=4 
>150000 N=3 
Total N=8 
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 The participants of our study have been chosen because comprehending them will lead to better 
understanding, perhaps better theorizing, about a still larger collection of cases in the analyzed context (Stake, 
2000). To make a proper selection of cases we opt for a parallel sampling design that will promote credible 
comparisons of them. This design implies comparing each case to all others in the sample, focusing mainly on 
perceptions and experiences referred to the theoretical nuclei determined. The teachers in this study had received 
thorough information about ethical considerations regarding informed approval and confidentiality, building on 
guidelines from our University ethics committee and had thereafter accepted to participate in the study. 
 
Instrument 
 Semi-structured interviews were used in this study since they have found favor with many researchers 
as they permit the participants to describe detailed personal information, but at the same time the interviewer has 
good control over the information received (Creswell, 2012). Therefore, a list of key points was used to construct 
the interview guide, although other questions emerged from the dialogue between interviewer and interviewee to 
probe for more relevant data (DiCicco and Crabtree, 2006; Mackey and Gass, 2005). Each of these topic areas 
was introduced by, at least, an open question, ended by a confrontational one and in between several theory-
driven questions were asked. 
By following this procedure it is possible to reconstruct the interviewee’s subjective theory without biasing it. In 
this sense, open-ended questions aim to get the knowledge that the interviewee has already got at hand, theory-
driven questions are focused on trying to make this knowledge more explicit and the pursuit of confrontational 
questions is the re-examination of these notions (Flick, 2009). Examples of each type of these inquiries are the 
following ones: ‘In your opinion, is CLIL suitable for the Secondary education level in PE? Why?’ (open-
ended), ‘Have specific contents been lessened or reduced due to the use of CLIL?’ (theory-driven), ‘Do you feel 
more responsible for the development of communicative competence when you are using CLIL?’ 
(confrontational). The interviews took between 55 and 70 minutes and were recorded with a SONY ICD-P530F 
recorder. Pseudonyms are used to protect the interviewees’ identities. 
 
Data translation 
The interviews were developed in Spanish, therefore data were translated into English by the authors after its 
analysis took place. A professional translator assisted in the translation process of the quotes that appear in the 
results section. 
 
Data analysis and trustworthiness 
We have followed the steps proposed by Halcomb and Davidson (2006) to analyze the audiotape recordings, 
through which a series of categories and subcategories have been differentiated. In alignment with Creswell 
(2002), the subcategories can be classified as expected (those that had previously emerged from the literature 
review), and unexpected (those which were adventitious). First, the interviews were transcribed and then a 
preliminary content analysis was conducted. In the secondary content analysis each researcher individually 
analyzed recurrent topics across categories which were then shared. Subcategories agreement was reached by 
examining the data and discussing our interpretations. Finally, the recordings were relistened to make any 
necessary change and illustrative examples with which to demonstrate the participants’ perspectives concerning 
each category and subcategory were selected. 
We consider that our experience as researchers in CLIL has helped to strengthen the trustworthiness of the 
present study, in that we thereby have pre-understanding of the topic under investigation. With respect to the 
validity of the study, often referred to as authenticity in qualitative research, we claim that the ethical 
considerations concede a given degree of authenticity (Lincoln et al., 2011). Moreover, there is authenticity 
involved in the fact that we do not attempt to find general results about CLIL in PE, but merely for the Spanish 
context, which is supported by the sample selected. Finally, a member-check process was implemented. 
 
Results 
Below we present the main outcomes of the analysis according to the five research questions in which 
the results have been divided. Later on the five categories were broken into several subcategories. 
 
Curricular effects 
Developing CLIL may imply a modification of the PE curriculum (Pavón & Rubio, 2010). However, 
when asked about this topic through an open-ended question, all the teachers agreed that from a general 
viewpoint there was not a significant change in their subject. ‘Actually, I believe that nothing has changed, 
everything has been more or less the same’ (Teresa) was one of the responses obtained, in line with the words of 
the other seven interviewees. 
Nevertheless, when enquiring about the modification of more specific aspects of the curriculum, we 
found that some adjustments were made. In this line, three interrelated subcategories were set. The first one 
concerning the objectives, the second one focused on evaluation, and the third one related to content. Objectives 
showed clear consonance among the teachers because for them ‘the most important are PE goals since we are 
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doing PE’ (Jaime). Despite this fact, the interviewees stated that linguistic goals were added with more or less 
relevance, depending on each case: ‘You introduce English objectives such as the vocabulary and structures that 
you want them to learn, the fact that you want them to communicate in English, etc.’ (Lidón). 
On the contrary, the second subcategory, focused on evaluation, may be divided into two different 
approaches. On the one hand, there are some teachers who do not evaluate language because according to them 
‘language is assessed in the English subject’ (Àngels). On the other hand, we find those who do introduce 
language on the evaluation, albeit they ‘try it not to have too many consequences on the mark’ (Iñaki). In fact, 
one of the teachers mentioned that ‘basically I take into account their ability to communicate and express 
themselves’ (Pablo) and another admitted that ‘regarding English language, I think that PE should only assess 
the students’ effort. I am not going to grade English more than PE content’ (Iñaki). Therefore, those who do 
include English in the assessment do it in a very subtle way. 
Regarding contents, the teachers agreed that specific PE contents were not diminished. In one of the 
interviewees’ words, ‘the idea was that the level of contents remained the same’ (Ester). Moreover, in general, 
they did not believe that students had a shorter engagement physical activity time. Although in certain occasions, 
‘explanations could be longer’ (Jaime); other times they were even ‘more direct and dynamic’ (Manuel) because 
students language level avoided its overuse. Therefore, ‘the essence of sport and physical activity stayed the 
same, without stop’ (Lidón). 
 
Language insertion 
A second category was established focusing on language insertion and divided into two subcategories: 
linguistic skills and attention to communication. ‘The four linguistic skills were introduced in a way or another’ 
(Pablo). Depending on each skill, they were given more or less emphasis in order not to disturb the usual 
development of the lesson. Although there were no relevant modifications in the communicative interaction, 
moving to the second subcategory, a thoroughly consideration regarding communication appeared as a general 
characteristic of PE teachers when using CLIL. Undoubtedly, ‘PE content was the priority’ (Ester), however, 
they bore more in mind communicative competence when following this methodology. 
I believe that English makes the teacher to pay more attention to communicative competence. 
Undoubtedly, in ordinary lessons we should pay it as much attention as possible, but as we have to 
develop our lessons in English, communicative competence concerns us even more. (Pablo). 
Furthermore, there was an agreement on the fact that teachers want to make sure of the students’ understanding. 
There was a general worry and they opted for different strategies to cope with possible comprehension problems 
and ensure effective communication. ‘I wanted somebody else [student] to give the explanation to make sure 
whether they had understood or not. Besides, it means that students are receiving the message through different 
ways’ (Manuel). 
 
Teaching method 
Related to the previous category, the methodology used by the teacher is another of the aspects which 
may be influenced by the introduction of English language in the PE subject. This category has been broken into 
three different subcategories. Teaching style and group work were in line with the literature review, but the third 
subcategory, major relevance of social constructivism, emerged after the data analysis. In relation to the first 
subcategory, as a consequence of the aforementioned increase of the attentiveness to communication during the 
lessons, teachers agreed that they tend to use more open and participative teaching styles. 
I think that [CLIL needs] the adoption of a more deliberative approach, by using teaching styles which are 
not directive and that do not have a concrete answer. I offer a problem, a challenge, and each group has to look 
for its own answer or possible answers. Later on, they have to share it with their classmates and justify their 
choices. (Àngels) 
In this same line, appears the second subcategory. Cooperative and collaborative work was also 
highlighted as another possibility to favor communication and the use of the language because ‘group work is 
important’ (Iñaki). There was a harmony among the teachers’ responses and all of them followed the same ideas. 
One of the ways to encourage the use of the language is proposing cooperative tasks. At the level of the 
structure of the session, it seems quite evident that we must search cooperative structures if we want to 
encourage the use of the language. (Ester) 
This methodological and organizational option was also conceived as an excellent possibility which 
enables students’ understanding and learning. In words of one of the teachers ‘to facilitate students’ 
understanding, the fact that they worked in group was a key point to facilitate their learning’ (Pablo). Closely 
linked with this regard, the third subcategory, major relevance of social constructivism, emerged. Teachers 
expressed that these changes helped to integrate all the pupils because through group work ‘they can help each 
other more’ (Lidón) and learn together. 
Maybe in Spanish they do not have problems, but now there must be more cooperation among them. If 
they work in groups, they can correct each other and if someone does not know something, a classmate can help 
him or her. (Lidón) 
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Motivation 
This category has been subdivided into two subcategories, maintenance or increase of motivation, which was set 
a priori; and the unexpected more attentiveness. All the teachers interviewed showed a congruity regarding 
students’ motivation. According to them, ‘in general, motivation was high and kept at a high level’ (Pablo). 
Besides, some of them expressed that it was not only because of the PE subject, but language played a role too. 
The fact of using English and see that the rest of the students are understanding them and that they can 
express themselves in English, although it is not through a perfect use of the language (…); I think it has 
got a direct connection with motivation. (Manuel) 
However, they also express that there were exceptions because ‘there is always a student who does not care 
about studies, is apathetic and disconnects’ (Jaime). 
Otherwise, according to the teachers’ perceptions, an unexpected subcategory emerged, more attentiveness, since 
many students increased their level of attention during the lessons. In this way, ‘even students who did not 
understand tried to get the information and, therefore, maybe they were more focused on the explanations’ 
(Ester). In this sense, teachers agreed to say that the use of English implied an increase of students’ attentiveness 
because they had to focus on both, understanding and performing the tasks of the class. 
 
Workload 
Albeit it cannot be conceived as a direct effect of the introduction of CLIL in the lessons, workload does have an 
impact on the teacher and his or her tasks; that is why it has been established as the fifth category of analysis. 
This category has also been broken into two different subcategories, the expected increase of planning and the 
emergent unacknowledged (hard)work. With respect to the former, every single one of the teachers interviewed 
agreed with the fact that ‘in PE with English, there is a higher effort regarding planning’ (Pablo). Maybe lessons 
do not significantly change in view of the tasks, nevertheless the amount of time that teachers have to spend to 
plan adequate lessons is considerably higher since they are paying more attention to language and 
communication. 
There is a lot of vocabulary that I have to search prior to the lessons to be able to explain everything 
adequately. Besides, I have to explain it in a way in which they understand me. I cannot use just the 
translation of a word because they are not going to understand. I have to plan how I am going to make 
myself understood. (Teresa) 
In addition, it is not only the time what teachers highlighted, but also the effort and the fact that anybody 
acknowledges their (hard)work. In this line, one of the teachers stated that introducing language implies ‘a lot of 
work without any compensation’ (Pablo). However, all of them agreed to say that it was a motivating work of 
which they were proud of. ‘It has been a great effort, but it was not a sacrifice’ (Manuel) were the words used by 
one of the teachers and another expressed that ‘it was an effort, but it was worth it. It was an exciting task’ 
(Pablo). 
 
Dicussion 
The results obtained from the data analysis complement and reinforce the state of the art. By means of 
the interviews five categories were established which let us configure the PE teachers’ perceptions on the effect 
of introducing CLIL methodology in their lessons. 
Firstly, related to curricular effects, what they made clear is the fact that the most important aspect of 
the lessons is still PE despite the insertion of the language, which is completely in accordance with the words of 
Fernández-Barrionuevo (2009), who stated that the main goal was the teaching of PE content, and the L2 
(second language) would only be the tool through which get the objectives. Regarding the subcategory of 
objectives modification, the interviewees recognized that PE goals remain similar but some linguistic ones are 
added, in accordance with Clancy and Hruska (2005), Hernando (2015), Salvador et al., (2016) and Zindler 
(2013); therefore, PE curriculum should be slightly re-adapted to fit with CLIL (Hortigüela et al., 2016b; 
Molero, 2011). The third subcategory deals with alterations and changes in the evaluation. In this sense, 
teachers’ perceptions may be differentiated in two viewpoints. On the one hand, some teachers stated that 
language was not considered within the evaluation of their PE subject. On the other hand, we find those who do 
include some kind of linguistic issue in their evaluation process, although the majority of them introduces it in a 
quite subtle way intending the mark is not influenced, in line with Coral (2013). This divergence shows that 
there is not a clear discourse when a decision has to be made regarding the inclusion of language in evaluation 
(Coyle et al., 2010). 
Focusing specifically on contents, teachers expressed that there was no loss on engagement physical 
activity time nor specific PE learning, in accordance with Figueras et al., (2011), although in specific situations 
or moments explanations could be longer or students could need more time to understand the activities. 
Therefore, in their opinion, generally there was not any delay on learning or a loss of time due to language, 
contrasting with Coral (2010), Hernando (2015) and Martínez and García (2017), who warned about a possible 
decrease of the motor learning time available. 
Related to language insertion, according to Amade-Escot and O’sullivan (2007:197), ‘particular 
knowledge has to be covered and explained in specific ways by the teacher […]. This fact has an effect on the 
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type of interactions in use in classrooms’. In this vein, the teachers interviewed coincided in their assertion that 
language was not a handicap in the development of the lessons. In fact, it was determined that they tried to 
integrate language and motor skills, which is in agreement with Coral (2012). Furthermore, the four linguistic 
skills were incorporated (Hernando, 2015; Hortigüela et al., 2016b), despite doing it with different emphasis 
depending on the skill; and there was a growing concern over communication. In this sense, Molero (2011) and 
Zagalaz et al. (2012) defended that opportunities to communicate and interact should be enhanced while Coral 
and Lleixà (2014) focused their study on different strategies to favor such communication. 
Regarding the teaching method, the results evinced that more open and participative teaching styles 
were promoted over those that are more directive to favor communication. In this vein, Glakas (1993) suggested 
this modification to happen in order to enhance language learning. Moreover, according to the responses 
obtained, teachers attempted to create messages understandable for students, as reported by Coral (2013), to 
facilitate the communicative act (Molero, 2011; Zagalaz et al., 2012). 
Cooperative and collaborative group work are also raised because they increase language use and better 
understanding. In this sense, through tasks which are not individual or require an opponent, social interaction is 
enhanced, which at the same time entails a more important role of the language (Bolarín et al., 2012; Coral and 
Lleixà, 2014; González et al., 2013). Furthermore, these changes in teaching style and tasks implied a growth of 
learning values and more integration among students, according to the teachers’ answers. This may mean that PE 
in CLIL alludes to a learning based on social constructivist principles (Vygotsky, 1995), as reported by Figueras 
et al., (2011), who arrived at this same conclusion after their experience. 
Motivation is a category that represents a key factor in the learning process (Shropshire et al., 1997; 
Subramaniam and Silverman, 2007). Perlman (2013) states that different forms of teacher instruction can 
influence students' motivational responses within Secondary physical education. In this sense, the interviewees 
mentioned that, in general, motivation in class was high and remained high when using CLIL. In this sense, the 
interviewees mentioned that, in general, motivation in class was high and remained high. However, there were 
specific cases in which language could affect negatively to some particular students, as previously reported by 
Ramos and Ruiz (2011). It is worth saying that this does not always happen and, in fact, in other cases language 
may become a positive element to increase motivation (Figueras et al., 2011; Zindler, 2013). Hence, it might be 
remarked that each learner is unique and, consequently, the introduction of another language can affect 
differently. 
In this line, another effect that, according to the teachers, was caused by the language: an increase in 
some of the pupils’ attentiveness. This fact is in accordance with Figueras et al. (2011), although in their study 
participants were at university and, therefore, they were supposed to be more mature and serious towards the 
learning process. According to Zindler (2013), PE with CLIL is cognitively more challenging and, consequently, 
pupils might have to be more focused on what is happening in the lesson if they want to follow properly the 
class, understand everything and avoid having to ask for more information. 
Finally, workload was highlighted by the teachers as a relevant factor that affected their tasks. In this sense, 
planning becomes an essential aspect that must be considered (Martínez and García, 2017) because when 
introducing CLIL teachers not only have to plan PE lessons, but also integrate the language and prepare a proper 
discourse and the scaffolding that might be needed (Coral, 2013; Gómez and Jiménez, 2012; Ramos and Ruiz, 
2011). Moreover, the lack of materials already prepared (Coral, 2013; Gómez and Jiménez, 2012; Mehisto et al., 
2008) in the end means even greater effort (González et al., 2013; Lova et al., 2013). Teachers also remarked the 
fact that nobody acknowledged their work, which could turn into an increase of burn-out and, therefore, less 
teachers willing to continue with their CLIL practices. 
 
Conclusions 
The analysis applied encourages us to raise the following conclusions. Considering the interviewed 
teachers’ perspectives and beliefs, the application of CLIL within the Secondary education in Spain does not 
endanger the essence of the PE. From a general viewpoint, there is not a significant change in the PE curriculum 
implementation despite subtle adjustments. Moreover, the use of the four linguistic skills is not a handicap to 
achieve the essential aims and contents of the subject. Indeed, to favor communication more participative 
teaching styles and cooperative work are developed. In addition, there is a maintenance or increase of students’ 
motivation and attentiveness in the majority of the cases. 
As a counterpart, the study highlights a need to improve the workload and acknowledgement of teachers 
involved in CLIL. This fact allows us to predict that in the medium and long term the good functioning of the 
educational process could be diminished due to teacher burn-out and demotivation. Therefore, given the 
importance of CLIL for the plurilingual model to which the Spanish educational system aspires, it is important 
that the administration takes action on this matter before it is too late. 
All in all, these conclusions may be significant for other countries using CLIL since its implementation features 
are certainly shared. Thus, this is a first approach that, later on, may trigger further studies of CLIL practices in 
PE. For instance, one dimension that could complement this paper to cover the impact of CLIL on PE on a more 
comprehensive way could be to include the perceptions of the pupils. 
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